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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION MEETING
DATE: 2-19-03
AGENDA SECTION: ORIGINATING DEPT: ITEM NO.
PUBLIC HEARINGS PLANNING E_ _
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Zoning District Amendment #02-16 by Dave & Donna Geselle Trust PREPARED BY:
and Lyndon Geselle Trust - Charles Geselle Trustee. The applicant is proposing to re-zone Brent Svenby,
approximately 4.8 acres from the R-1 (Mixed Single Family) district to the R-2 (Low Density Planner

Residential) district. The property is located along the west side of West River Parkway
NW, east of 4" Avenue NW and south of 31% St. NW.

Februaury 12, 2003

| City Planning and Zoning Commission Recommendation:

The City Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on January 22, 2003 to consider this zone change. The
Commission also reviewed a GDP for the property. o '

The Commission reviewed the zone change request based on the criteria as included in the staff report and recommended
approval, with staff suggested findings included in the staff report. ' ‘ /,.-;.

Motion by Mr. Quinn, seconded by Mr. Haaaetlssinger to recommend approVaI of Zoning District Amendment #02-16,
_with staff-recommended findings. Motion carried 5-0, with Mr. Ohly abstaining. . '

Planning Staff Recommendation:

See attached revised staff report dated January 17, 2003.

ancil Action Needed:

If the Council wishes to proceed with the zone change as petitioned, it should instruct the City
Attorney to prepare an ordinance that can be adopted supported by findings of fact and
conclusions of law to amend the Zoning District. . - :

PR

Attachments;

1. Staff Report dated January 17, 2003
2. Minutes of the January 22, 2003 CPZC Meeting

Distribution:

City Administrator

City Attorney: Legal Description attached.

Planning Department File . - :

Applicant: This item will be considered sometime after 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, February 19, 2003 in the
Council/Board Chambers at the Government Center, 151 4th Street SE. :
Yaggy-Colby Associates . _ -

a soob

JNCIL ACTION:

Motion By: Seconded By: Action:
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

LHES TER. ‘

ROCHESTER-OLMSTED PLANNING DEPAKTMENT B vt iy,
2122 Campus Drive SE, Suite 100 » Rochester, MN 55904-4744 Sk > : .,.f:,.%
(S 7 \ '-" -l
county or www.olmstedcounty.com/planning Z} 2xy B

Undled T—t
City Planning and Zoning Commission
Brent Svenby, Planner
January 17, 2003
Zoning District Amendment #02-16 by Dave & Donna Geselle Trustand ~ _
Lyndon Geselle Trust - Charles Geselle Trustee. The applicant is
proposing to re-zone the approximately 4.8 acres from the R-1 (Mixed
Single Family) district to the R-2 (Low Density Residential) district. The
property is located along the west side of West Rlver Parkway NW, east
of 4™ Avenue NW and south of 31" s: NW. e

S~

Planning Department Review:

Petitioner:

Dave & Donna Geselle Trust
Lyndon Geselle Trust
Charles Geselle Trustee

411 Chalet Drive NW
Rochester, MN 55901

Consultant: ‘ . Yaggy Colby Associates

Attn. Bill Anderson
717 Third Avenue SE
Rochester, MN 55904

Location of Property: ' The property is located along the west side of West

River Parkway NW, east of 4" Avenue NW and south
of 31% St. NW.

Requested Action: ) The applicant is requesting that 4.8 acres of land to

be re-zoned from R-1 to R-2 (Low Density
_ Hesid__ential).

Existing Land Use: - - The property is currently undeveloped and is

designated for “low density residential” types of uses
- on the Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan.

Proposed Land Use: According to the GDP application submitted with the

zone change request, the appllcant intends to
develop the site Wlth townhomes in.the R-2 zoning

district.

Adjacent Land Use and ‘ The property to t'-he north is undeveloped property, a

Zoning:

drainage corridor, in the R-1 zoning district. The
property to the west is also zoned R-1 but is
developed with single family homes. To the east,
across West River Parkway NW, undeveloped : :
property in the R-1 zoning district. The property to the e

BUILDING CODE 507/285-8345 « GIS/ADDRESSING/MAPPING 507/285-8232 » HOUSING/HRA 507/285-8224

PLANNING/ZONING 507/285-8232 » WELL/SEPTIC 507/285-8345
FAX 507/287-2275
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Zone Change #02-16
January 17, 2003

south is zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD).
The PUD is called Riverview West and is a mixture of
single homes and townhomes. The lot directly to the
south (Lot 35, Block 1 Riverview West 1% Replat) of
proposed zone change area has 32 townhomes on it
and has a density of 18 units per acre.

Transportation Access: According to the GDP submitted along the rezoning
petition identifies a public street connection to West
River Parkway. This would allow the continuation of
31% Street NW to West River Parkway. There would
also be a private roadway extending southerly from
the proposed public street.

Wetlands: ' According to the Olmsted County Soil Survey, no
' hydric soils exist on the site.
, A neighborhood meeting was held on Thursday, /M
Neighborhood Meeting: January 9, 2003. A summary of that meeting is
enclosed.
Referral Comments: ' 1. Attached to General Development Plan #198.

1. Location Map
2. Area Zoning Map
3. Neighborhood Meeting Summary

Report Attachménts:

Analysis for Zoning District Amendment:

“Under the provisions of Paragraph 60.338 of the Rochester Land Development Manual, the
Commission shall recommend for approval and the Council shall approve, an application
requesting an amendment to the zoning map if the amendment satisfies the following Criteria:

1) The criteria of this subdivision apply to those amendments to the zoning map filed by formal
petition. An amendment need only satisfy one of the following criteria:

a) The area, as presently zoned, is inconsistent with the policies and goals of the
Comprehensive Plan; )

b) The area was originally zoned erroneously due to a technical or administrative error;

c) While both the present and proposed zoning districts are consistent with the Plan, the
proposed district better furthers the policies and goals of the Comprehensive Plan as
found in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan, Chapter
3 of the Housing Plan, and Chapter 10 of the ROCOG Long Range Transportation Plan;
or -

d) The area has changed or is changing to such a degree that it is in the public interest to
rezone so as to encourage development or redevelopment of the area.

Finding for Proposed R-2: The Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan designates this
property as appropriate for “low density residential” types.of uses. Uses within the R-2 zoning
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district would be consistent with the current land use designation “low density residential”.
Rezoning this property would help further the policies and goals found in Chapters 2 and 3 of
the Rochester Urban Service Area Land Use Plan, which encourage developing a range of
densities and development styles. The re-zoning would also help to further goals and policies
found within Chapter 3 of the Housing Plan to increase the supply of housing.

2) The criteria of this subdivision also apply to those amendments to the zoning map filed by
formal petition. However, an amendment must satisfy all of the following criteria:

a) the permitted uses allowed within the proposed zoning district will be appropriate on the
subject property and compatible with adjacent properties and the neighborhood; and

Finding for Proposed R-2: Uses within the R-2 Zoning District would be appropriate on the
property and compatible with adjacent properties. According to the City of Rochester Zoning
Ordinance, the R-2 zoning district is intended to maintain areas developed with a mixture of

residential dwelling types that are of an overall low density.

.

b) the proposed amendment does not involve spot zoning. (Spot Zoning involves the
reclassification of a single lot or several small lots to a district which is different than that
assigned to surrounding properties, for reasons inconsistent with the purposes set forth in '
this ordinance, the state enabling legislation, or the decisions of courts in this state).

Finding for Proposed R-2: The amendment to R-2 would be consistent with the Rochester -
Urban Service Area Land Use Plan designation for this property as “low density residential”,

and would not be considered spot zoning.

Staff Recommendation:

The Planning Commission must make a motion to recommend approval or-denial of this request.
The Planning Commission must also make findings to support this recommendation. This
recommendation will be forwarded to the City Council and heard at a later public hearipg.

The ability to consider the Zone Change and the amendment General Development Plan
concurrently aliows the City to consider this development proposal as a package. Based upon the
accompanying General Development Plan for this site and the findings above, Staff recommends
approval to rezone approximately 4.8 acres from the R-1 (Mixed Single Family) to R-2 (Low

Density Residential) zoning district.



January 15, 2003

Mr. Brent Svenby

Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department

2122 Campus Drive SE
Rochester, MN 55904

ENGINEERS ’
ARCHITECTS \g?

YAGGY |
COLBY

SURVEYOAS

ASSQCIATES

LANDSCAPE ARCKITECTS

RE: Summary — Neighborhood Meeting : PLANNERS
Zone Change and General Development Plan

Dear Mr. Svenby:

ROCHESTER OFFICE:

A neighborhood meeting was held January 9, 2003 at Yaggy Colby Associates regarding the pes

Villas on the Parkway proposed zone change (R-1 to R-2) and General Development Plan.

717 Third Avenue SE

Approximately 25 individuals were in attendance (please see attached sign-in sheet). The layout,

zone change area, and the

neighbor concerns.

The zone change from an R-1 zoning to an R-2, for the purposes of townhomes, was received

fairly well. The allowed use
two and four-plex units were reviewed. Some neighbors were concerned that the proposed units

future use of the property were discussed, as well as individual
Rochester, MN 55904

507-288-6464

s within an R-2 zoning were discussed and the preliminary layout of
Fax 507-288-5058

looked too “plain” and some neighbors wanted larger back yard setbacks.

The street connection on the west side of the property to 31 Street NW was discussed as a
through street to West River Parkway. Some neighbors did not feel this was a good option and
did not want increased traffic, others said it would help relieve traffic on Zumbro Drive.

The greater concern seemed to be storm drainage along 3 Avenue NW and from the waterway
to the west that flows under 3™ Avenue just north of 3 1* Street. The townhome project would

MPLS/ST PAUL OFFICE:

not change the waterway north of 31%, but it should help the drainage along 3¢ Avenue, since 3¢ 651.681-9040
Avenue would be reconstructed, including storm sewer. “The connection of 31* Street to West A
River Parkway would help to direct water to the east.

If you have any questions or concerms, please call. ‘
’ : . : MASON CITY OFFICE:

Sincerely,

641-424-6344 -

YAGGY COLBY ASSOCIATES

sl I

William S. Anderson, PE

WSA:bsd
YCA #8118 LD2

Attachment

e

DELAFIELD OFFICE:

262-646-6855

Equal Opportunity Employer
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City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: January 22, 2003

. dedication, dedication of controlled access, utility extensnon, phasmg o
development and contnbutlons for public mfrastructure S 4

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

.
)

General Development Plan #198, by Dave & Donna Geselle Trust and Lyndon Geselle
Trust - Charles Geselle Trustee to be.known as Villas on the Parkway AND Zoning District
\k Amendment #02-16. The applicant is proposing to develop a 4.8 acre parcel of land with
uses permitted in the R-2 zoning district. The applicant is also proposing to re-zone the

approximately 4.8 acres from the R-1 (Mixed Single Family) district to the R-2 (Low
ublic and private

Density Residential) district. The development would be served b
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City Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Hearing Date: January 22, 2003

roadways. The property is located along the west side of West River Parkway NW, east
of 4™ Avenue NW and south of 31% St. NW.

Mr. Svenby asked that the Commission hear both requests concurrently, but make separate
motions for each.

Mr. Brent Svenby presented the staff reports, dated January 17, 2003, to the Commission. The
staff reports are on file at the Rochester-Olmsted Planning Department.

Mr. Svenby explained that there is not a site plan to review on the site, as it is not required at
the general development plan stage of the process.

Discussion ensued regarding the reconstruction of Third Avenue NW.

The applicant’s representative, Bill Anderson of Yaggy Colby Associates, addressed the ‘
- Commission. He stated that a predevelopment meeting and neighborhood meeting was held. o

After some concerns were expressed at the neighborhood meeting, they held another meeting K

with Public Works and Planning prior to the Commission's meeting. '

Mr. Anderson stated a concem that was brought up at the neighborhood meeting was with .
regard to bufferyards and landscaping. He showed where the minimum required landscaping
would be located. He stated that current drainage problems in the area were also discussed at
the neighborhood meeting. He stated that some property owner's backyards along the old Third
Avenue had drainage problems. He stated that they are proposing a storm sewer that would
help that area. Also, the connection of 31% Street NW was a concemn named by the
neighborhood.

. Mr. Anderson showed the layout and design of the development. He stated that the applicaht
agreed with the staff recommendations. o

Mr. Haeussinger asked if the southern part of the property was located in the 100-year flood
plain. ‘ - ' .

Mr. Anderson responded yes. He stated that they would go through the appropriate a;;plicatibn
process. . S .

Ms. Camille Venners, of 620 31% Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. She
stated that her home was flooded previously. She stated that water came up into 4™ Avenue
NW and 31% Street NW. ' S

‘Mr. Bob Ekstam, of 407 31% Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He stated
that Mr. Anderson indicated that the January 9, 2003 neighborhood meeting was received well.
He stated that he did not think that it was, as the people in the neighborhood were stunned. He
sfated that a lot of the neighbors in the area were not notified of the proposal, so he circulated a
petition. He expressed concerns with the following: 1) traffic with regard to increased noise
poliution and safety, 2) connection of 31* Street NW, 3) design of townhomes, 4) one car
garage designs, 5) no provisions for parking, and 6) water runoff and drainage.

Mr. QuinnA asked what Mr. Ekstam's travel route was from his home.
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Mr. Ekstam responded 4" Avenue NW, 3™ Avenue NW, or down 31% Street NW. He indicated
that he used all the routes equally. "

Ms. Wiesner asked if Mr. Ekstam reviewed the staff report.
Mr. Ekstam responded no.

Ms. Wiesner stated that the applicant is required to connect 31* Street NW by City Public
Works. She indicated that it was requested by the agency inside the staff report.

Mr. Ekstam responded that he is opposed to the connection.
Ms. Wiesner explained that he should contact Public Works.to discuss the roadway extension.

Mr. Ekstam expressed concern with not receiving enough notice of the meeting to gain
additional information with regard to the extension. : "

AN

Mr. Svenby asked that Mr. Ekstam submit a copy of the petition to the Rochester-Olmsted

Planning Department.” C . N
: 4 N )

Mr. Ed Venners, of 620 31% Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He stated

that the staff report makes reference to projected traffic but not increased traffic with the

connection of 31 Street NW. He asked if an impact study was done with regard to the

connection. ’ :

Ms. Wiesner explained where the study came from and how it was factored in.

Mr. Venners stated that he did not believe that the study reflects the increased traffic from other
areas. : :

Ms. Wiesner responded that staff did review the projected traffic for the entire area, She
suggested that Mr. Venners contact Charlie Reiter, of the Rochester-Olmsted Planning
Department, with regard to the study. ' ' '

Mf. Venners stated that 31% Street NW dead-ends into 2g™ Street NW. He stated thét 31
Street NW turns into 8" Avenue. He stated that g Avenue dead-ends into 29" Street.
Therefore, he expressed concern with regard to the design and traffic. . :

Mr. Al Wick, of 727 31% Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He stated that
he was beyond the boundaries of notification distance from the property. He thanked his
neighbors for letting him know about the proposed project. He indicated that he also did not see
the publication in the newspaper with regard to the request. - .

|\7Ir. Wick asked why Public Worké was not r:equired to hold:=a public meeting to discuss the
extension of 31 Street NW as it affects property owners. -

Mr. Staver explained that Public Works would not have originally proposed the extensjon: They
only proposed the extension at this time due to the proposed development request.
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Mr. Svenby explained that the connection of 31% Street NW to West River Parkway was planned
when West River Parkway was reconstructed. He stated that you could tell by the way the
design of the bike path is on the west side of the roadway. :

Mr. Wick stated that he was vehemently opposed to the connection. He stated that when
Leisure Court was put in, it sealed off 3 Avenue NW to make any connection to West River
Parkway. Therefore, he assumed it sealed off any connection to West River Parkway from his
area. He asked that 31% Street NW not be a through street. He expressed concern with regard
to additional access paints onto West River Parkway.

‘Mr. Wick stated that it was negligent to put in basements, due to previous flooding.

Mr. Wick asked if the townhomes would be 1 or 2 bedroom units.
Mr. Anderson résponded 2 bedroom units.

Mr. Wick expressed concem regarding off street pafking and only having a one-car garage, as
there are always more than one car for any home.

Mr. Ed Venners, of 620 31" Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He stated
that he was confused as to where the bike was located on the map, as it is located on the east

side of the roadway.
Ms. Wiesner explained where the de-acceleration and acceleration lanes would be located.

Ms. Kathy Schill, of 522 315 Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. She stated
that she was a City Planner by profession and has worked on finance and capital projects. She
stated that it was her opinion that it did not make sense to connect 31% Street NW. ‘

Ms. Schill stated that there are two planned unit developments on either side of the property that
is planned to be developed. She stated that she was unsure as to why the proposed site -
wouldn't be held to the same standard.

Ms. Schill expressed concern about the proposed parking and traffic layout. She stated that '
there would only be one way in and out of the development. Therefore, she didn't think that City

standards are being met.

' Ms. Schill questioned how the extension of 31% St}eet NW would be paid for.

Mr. Quinn explained that the number of homes being developed at this time doesn't require
more than one access into and out of the development at this time. He explained that the
number of trips generated dictates the need for additional access points. He stated that Public
Works would need to address the concemns with regard to the connection of 31% Street NW.

Ms. Wiesnér asked how Ms. Schill felt about a zone chang‘e or townhomes being placed there.
Mes. Schill stated that she just found out about the development aﬁd unsure of the planning

techriiques in the City of Rochester since she works in the Cities. She asked if'it could be
deveioped as a planned unit development. o

M

¥
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Mr. Staver explained that, when a property is annexed into the City, itis automatically zoned R-
1.

Mr. Quinn explained that the City does not have planned unit developments as part of their
zoning plan anymore. :

Ms. Schill stated that she did not think the development is being held to the same standards as
 the other developments in the area. '

Mr. Dave Kjome, of 424 31% Street NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He
showed where the bus route was located and the school bus route. He expressed concern with
the connection of 31 Street NW with regard to traffic, speeding, safety, and design. '

Ms. Sheila Alrick, of 2832 Riverwood Lane NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission.

- She expressed concern with no landscaping abutting her townhome laridscaping. She asked
how much space is required between her townhome and the proposed development. She .
- expressed concern with the aesthetics of the proposed development. She explained that the Y
proposed development is a different style of development than the rest of the neighborhood. A
She expressed concern with additional access onto West River Parkway and maintenance of
the roadways. : ' : : '

e

_ Mr. Bill Anderson stated that the setback requirement is 20 feet. However, there is 40 feet
setback on the south end. He explained that he only showed the minimum landscaping
required on the plans required by zoning, not the actual landscaping that will be putin. He '
. pointed out that the planned unit developments have an overall density of 18 units per acre.
The proposed density of the development is 9 units per acre. ‘ ) .

Mr. Anderson explained that the development is considered “affordable housing”. He further
explained that the City Public Works department recommended the connection of 31% Street
NW. He explained that the cost of connection to 31 Street NW, turn lanes, and storm sewer, is -
all being born by the developer. o ' y

Mr. Dave Kjome asked what would happen to the west side of West River Road. He stated that
there'is a sidewalk there presently. :

Mr. Anderson responded that the sidewalk would not be changed, accept that there would be an
entrance onto West River Parkway. ’

Ms. Camille Venners explained that those trying fo get to John Adams could easily get lost, .
since it is located off of 21% Street NW. She explained that, due to the twist and turns in the

ngighborhood. people are already getting lost.

Ms. Janelle Fox, of 2834 Riverwood Lane NW, Rachester MN, addressed the Commission.
She expressed concern with the lack of landscaping. She §_tated that the development should
be consistent with the rest of the townhomes in the area. She explained that the proposed '
townhomes are reversed so that, when you look from West River Parkway, you view the

backside of the buildings.

Ms. Wiesner explained that the Commission could not critique the style, color, or shape of the
development. She further explained that the applicant is not obligated to do landscaping. What
is before the Commission is whether or not the townhomes are allowed.
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Ms. Robin Hanson, of 3552 West River Parkway, Rochester MN (Elcor Realty), addressed the
Commission. She stated that she was the realtor that sold the property to the applicant. She
stated that the homes from the previous project, which was developed the same, were from
$119,000 to $140, 0000. However, the last project did not have basements. The people who
purchased the units were teachers, residents, nurses, and IBM employees. The intention is not
to use the units as rentals. The average age of the owners was 28. She explained that they
are trying to provide an option for a single family housing in NW Rochester.

Mr. Svenby explained that, if the general development plan is approved, there are standards in
the Ordinance that require certain number of off street parking spaces and landscaping. He
explained that those standards are not reviewed at the general development plan stage but at
the time of development.

Mr. Svénby stated that the connection of 31 Street NW was not only required by City Public
Works, but also the Planning Department. The memo from Mr. Reiter lists the pros and cons of

the connection. :

Mr. George Berg, of 3406 Leisure Court NW, Rochester MN, addressed the Commission. He
asked if he would still have access out to 3@ Avenue NW. :

Mr. Anderson responded yes.

Mr. Staver stated that one option the Commission has is to continue the hearing to get .
additional feedback from City Public Works regarding the connection of 31% Street NW. Another
option would be to forward the requests to the City Council with a strong recommendation that
Public Works discuss the connection of 31¥ Street NW with the City Council.

_Ms, Wie:sne'r stated that the neighborhood has legitimate concerns, but the Commission does
hear the same concerns with every neighborhood attached to another neighborhood. Typically,

they do not want to be connected to each other. However, it is good planning tdh/ave the
connection for the fire department, police department, and ambulances.

With no one else wishing to be heard, Ms Wiesner c!oséd the phblic hearing.

Mr. Quinn stated that he does not approve of the road design. He stated that the City Council
should discuss with Public Works the reasoning for the connections. .

-Mr. H'aeussinger stated that he saw a lack of sufﬁc_ient information to support the connection of

31% Street NW. -

Mr. Staver stated that he agreed with Mr. Quinn.

R}

\<
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Mr. Quinn moved to recommend approval of General Development Plan #1 98, by Dave & .

Donna Geselle Trust and Lyndon Geselle Trust - Charles Geselle Trustee to be known as
:Villas on the Parkway based on staff-recommended fi ndmgs and condmons. Mr.” Cemlh
_.;Hodgson seconded the ot on. ‘The motion ¢ rried 41, w vith Mr. Staver votlng nay and’

' Preliminary Plat #02-62, by Leslie A. Lurken to be known as Wedgewpod Hills 6th. The
applisgnt is proposing to subdivide approximately 6.68 acres of lapd into 25 lots for
single family development and one Outlot. The plat also propose# to dedicate right-of- -
way for two plic roads. The property is located along the soyth of Duvall Street NW
and allows for the tagtinuation of 54™ Avenue NW. '

Mr. Ohly stated he would needNQ abstain from voting.

Mr. Brent Svenby presented the staff rwQrt, dated Januay§ 17, 2003, to the Commission. The
staff report is on file at the Rochester-Olmsheg Plannln epartment

The applicant's representative, Mr. Josh Johnson 0y cGh|e‘& Betts, addressed the
Commission. He stated that the applicant agreesAvith ¥eg staff-recommended conditions.

Mr. Quinn asked what area the Northwest Areg TransportatiotNgprovement District covered.

Mr. Svenby responded Wedgewood, Weatjferstone, North Park, Whith\QOaks, and Kingsbury.






